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News Section 

GOP: Capitol Hill on its own... (page 1) 
DULLES: Ze still holds sway ........................... (page 2) 
LABOR: Conservatives score an upset ............. (page 2) 
CARIBBEAN: Castro vs. T'rujillo.................... (page 3) 


UNEMPLOYMENT: Behind the statistics....(page 4) 


Spring in the GOP: The beginnings of what.may well 
prove a revolutionary development in the Republican 
party took place last. week. Those who watched it from 
the sidelines referred to it as a “Runneymede,” a poten- 
tial re-establishment of the power of the Legislature 
against the growing pretensions of the Executive and 
Judiciary. 


Specifically, the Republican Finance Committee 
granted permission to the Republican Senatorial and 
Congressional Committees to hold a testimonial dinner 
June 8 (in Washington’s Sheraton Park Hotel, $100 a 
plate) to raise campaign funds for members of Con- 
gress. The decision was reached amicably and does not 
signify a break with the National Committee. Actually, 
it was recognition of the fact that the bulk of campaign 
contributors no longer want to contribute to the National 
Committee, preferring to see their gifts go directly to 
candidates for the Senate and House. Previously, the 
major part of such contributions was taken by the Na- 
tional Committee, with the Senate and House campaign 
groups getting what was left over. (For inquiries: Testi- 
monial Dinner Committee, Room 402, Congressional 
Hotel, 300 New Jersey Ave., SE, Washington 3, D.C.) 


Nor is that all. It has not yet been announced, but it 
is well known within the GOP ranks that the members 
of the Senatorial and Congressional Committees (headed 
by Senator Goldwater and Representative Simpson, re- 
spectively) are busy writing their own statement of prin- 
ciples and platform, upon which GOP legislators will 
run for re-election, and on which (presumably) new 
candidates will seek to oust.incumbent Democrats. In 
short, two steps towards independence by the Legisla- 
tive branch of the party. 


All this—to those who know the score in the Capital 
—could well add up to more than money-raising and 
campaign drives. It may constitute a revival of conserva- 
tive Legislative power after a generation of Executive 
encroachment—if prominent Republicans get strongly be- 
hind the promising new movement, symbolized by the 
June 8 rally. 


In a party sense, this holds promise of mending the 
line between the precincts all over the country and the 
Nation’s Capital—a line broken and trampled upon by 


the Sherman Adams regime, from 1953 to 1958. The 
faithful in the precincts, discouraged by failure to get 
money, recognition and patronage from the National 
Committee, now have an opportunity to take on new life 
and to escape the abject condition which produced last 
November’s defeat. 


This trend is not unique. A similar revolt of legisla- 
tors has been under way in the Democratic party. Lead- 
ers Johnson and Rayburn defied Democratic National 
Chairman Paul Butler when he sought to override them 
with his non-congressional “Democratic Advisory Coun- 
cil.” Johnson and Rayburn, despite their “liberal” in- 


. clinations, know better than to subject the party in the 


Legislature to a gang of ADA intellectuals, when they 
realize they must heed popular pressures focused on in- 
dividual members of Congress. (They had reason to dis- 
cover this on the spending issue—see “Inflation” item, 
page 3.) 


What Democratic leaders have long realized—but 
what many GOP leaders have forgotten—is that the 
power is in the people at the precinct level; that the 
party must be built up from the bottom, not infused with 
power magnanimously granted from the top. The emerg- 
ing independence of Goldwater and Simpson, represent- 
ing the men who, by their legislative records, will set 
the terms on which the party will run in 1960, should 
fortify the new movement. These leaders long opposed 
the “Caesarism” of Sherman Adams, the ignoring and 
down-grading of the party ranks in favor of one leader, 
that marked the last six years. 


At the same time as this resurgence of con- 
gressional spirit, the new and controversial GOP 
National Chairman, Senator Thruston Morton, 
startled and dismayed party leaders by his re- 
marks in a TV interview. He said, in effect: (1) 
the Republicans cannot win the Senate in 1960; 
(2) the President will lose his fight for a bal- 
anced Budget; (3) there will be a fight between 
Nixon and Rockefeller for the nomination in 
1960. 


Democrats, ever since these extraordinary utterances, 
have been gleefully taunting Republicans on Capitol 
Hill. GOP leaders comment: In the first place, a party 
chairman is the leader of a constant forensic war in 
which he cannot admit defeat. Granted a bad situation 
in the Senate, no National Chairman should ever throw 
in the sponge, at any time, soon or late. Second, the 
President has tapped a big reservoir of strength by his 
fight for a balanced Budget, and Democratic leaders are 
already backing down before the strong sentiment that 
has rallied to Ike’s cause. Morton’s statement can only 
serve to dilute this new-found Presidential strength. 
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Third, a National Chairman should be neutral and 
should never by word or innuendo contribute to a split 
in the party. By predicting a fight between Rockefeller 
and Nixon he has helped the Democratic cause; such a 
battle is not inevitable, and Rockefeller has very cor- 
rectly been confining his attention to the New York 
Governorship. Alluding to Morton, Nixon’s friends say: 
“et tu Brute?” 


The GOP pros in Washington and elsewhere are aghast 
at what they call the ineptitude of Morton’s statements. 
“Inadequate as Alcorn was, he was a genius compared 
with this man,” is one remark heard in the cloakrooms. 
Old pros remark that never in the history of the Repub- 


lican party have such bloopers been committed by a 
National Chairman. 


Dulles Remains: Puncturing the gas bag of “liberal” 
Democratic boosting for Christian Herter, Ike startled 
the Capital by abruptly. appointing ailing John Foster 
Dulles as “Special Foreign Policy Consultant,” both to 
the White House and the State Department, and by 
making a special trip from the White House to the Army 
Medical Center to bestow this honor on Dulles. The 
President summoned a number of Administration officials 
(including Herter) from their work to accompany him to 
Dulles’ hospital room. Dulles responded by promising 
to do all he could to help the Nation attain a “just and 
honorable peace.” It was emphasized that Dulles would 
have Cabinet status. 


This unprecedented action by the President has moved 
veteran observers to search their memories, and they 
come up with the verdict that no President has ever 
appornted such a general supervisor of our foreign policy. 
They interpret this to mean that, despite Senator Ful- 
bright’s extravagant eulogy of newly named Secretary 
of State Herter, Ike feels it necessary to have at his el- 
bow and overlooking the State Department somebody 


who can lead Herter by the hand through the mazes and ~ 


pitfalls of our foreign relations. 


Labor Front: In the voting on Senator John McClel- 
lan’s “bill of rights” amendment to the labor bill last 
Wednesday, the old coalition of Southern and Northern 
conservatives showed signs of its former vigor. All Re- 
publicans in the Senate (save Langer of North Dakota 
and Javits of New York) rallied to back the Arkansan’s 
measure. Two Northern Democrats joined them—Dodd 
of Connecticut and Lausche of Ohio; also, from the 
southwest, Chavez of New Mexico voted “yes.” 


The Southern Democrats were split. Voting for Mc- 
Clellan’s proposal to halt the tyranny of the labor bosses 
were Byrd (Va.), Eastland (Miss.), Ervin (N.C.), Ful- 
bright (Ark.), Holland (Fla.), Jordan (N.C.), Mce- 
Clellan (Ark.), Russell (Ga.), Smathers (Fla.), Stennis 
(Miss.), Talmadge (Ga.), Thurmond (S8.C.). 


Joining the mass of Northern Democrats opposing 
the measure denounced by the labor bosses were the fol- 
lowing Southerners: Ellender and Long (La.), Gore and 
Kefauver (Tenn.), Hill and Sparkman (Ala.), Johnston 
(S.C.), Johnson and Yarborough (Texas). 
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Outstanding figures in this contest—which the con- 
servatives won, 46-45, on a motion to reconsider (with 
Vice President Nixon providing the deciding vote)— 
were two men who drew special notice: 


Senator McClellan, himself, not only placed principle 
above party, but also above personal associations. He 
broke with his old friend and leader in the Senate, Lyn- 
don Johnson. He also broke with Senator John F. Ken- 
nedy, whose friendship—it is believed—led him to go 


lightly on Walter Reuther in last year’s Rackets Com- 
mittee hearings. 


The other figure rising above the fray was 
Democratic Senator Thomas J. Dodd of Connec- 
ticut. Although his state is heavily industrial- 
ized and unionized, Dodd had the courage to 
vote his convictions, backing McClellan’s meas- 
ure. He also broke with Johnson, the leader of 
the Democratic party in the Senate. 


Recently, Dodd also took a strong stand against ap- 
peasement of communism in a notable speech on the 
floor of the Senate—thus setting himself apart from the 
wheel horses of his own party. Dodd—if he continues in 
this vein—will take his place beside Lausche of Ohio as 
an authentic independent Democrat. 


Nixon: Danger to Nixon’s bid for the Presidential 
nomination next year daes not appear to be on the rise. 
True, many little groups have sprung up here and there 
across the country to boost Rockefeller. But, as a poll of 
GOP national committeemen recently showed, Nixon 
has an overwhelming support in the party. That, it is 
granted, may in part be due to “fear of the heartbeat”— 
that is, if Ike should die or have to retire, Nixon would 
immediately assume control of the party hierarchy; as 
a result, the career of anti-Nixon politicos would end. 
(See Human Events for December 15, 1958.) But this 
explanation can be overdone. Whatever the original 
motive, pro-Nixon politicos get accustomed to rooting 
for the Vice President and as time wears on become 
more closely wedded to his fortunes. 


However, other dangers to Nixon have. arisen. Ob- 
servers in Washington fear that when Ike decided to 
send Nixon on a trip to Moscow this summer, he did 
the Vice President no good. Such a visit to the Com- 
munist capital could prove a trap. Nixon presumably 
would have an interview with Khrushchev and voters 
here would compare the occasion to Senator Hubert 
Humphrey’s interview last December (which has left 
many lingering suspicions of the Minnesotan). 


Another danger has loomed. Earlier this month, Nixon 
delivered a speech which—as reported—indicated the 
Vice President advocated changing the “American pro- 
tection” clause in the 1946 bill authorizing the US to 
join the World Court. That clause insured that the US 
has the right to decide whether cases before the Interna- 
tional Court are domestic or international. Nixon appar- 
ently wanted this removed so that the World Court 
could determine the question of “international” and 
“domestic” jurisdiction. (See “Bricker Amendment” 
item, April 8, 1959.) 
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Reaction among many followers of Nixon who saw the 
news story covering his speech was instantly negative. 
In Washington, many delegates to the GOP Women’s 
Federation, who said they had been Nixon supporters, 
were sharply adverse. Within a few days, Nixon in an- 
other speech seemed to back away from his originally 
reported stand. Washington observers take a dim view 
of such incidents, saying that any more will badly weaken 
Nizon’s grass-roots conservative base. And they ask: 
who has been advising Nixon on such matters? Are the 
“liberals” infiltrating his camp? 


Inflation: One of the most impressive stories of grass- 
roots action circulating in the Capital in recent weeks 
is that of the swelling campaign against inflation and 
big spending. The drive has already shown important 
results, as the “liberal” Democrats in control of Con- 
gress rein in their efforts to promote big-spending 
schemes. 

Leadership early in the anti-spending campaign was 
supplied by the Sound Dollar Committee, a nonpartisan 
group of business and professional leaders, which ran a 
full-page newspaper ad in many leading journals, urging 
a halt to inflationary legislation (see Human Events 
for March 18, 1959). The advertisement to date has been 
picked up and run in 70 newspapers across the country. 


A similar effort is being conducted by the Institute of 
Life Insurance, which is running large anti-spending ad- 


vertisements, declaring inflation to be “the cruelest tax 
of all.” 


@ Deemed the most effective onslaught against the 
spenders is the all-out campaign being waged by the 
Chicago Tribune, to alert its vast readership to the 
dangers of unchecked spending. The Tribune campaign 
has included a coordinated series of articles and editorials 
explaining the harmful effects of inflation, and a contest 
to elicit the personal experiences of those hurt by the 
dollar’s loss in buying power. The real punch in the cam- 
paign is supplied by two-page advertising spreads, con- 
taining clip-out letters for readers to sign and mail in 
to their Senators and Congressmen. The letters urge an 
end to waste and big government, and tick off the areas 
in- which -inflation hurts the sender. Congressmen..and 
Senators from the Tribune’s readership area say that 
their desks groan with the clippings. To date, the volume 
of mail to “Chicagoland” Senators alone is estimated 
at 75,000 letters, with more on the way. The deluged 
legislators have turned. to various expedients to quiet 
their clamoring constituents; left-wing Senator Vance 
Hartke of Indiana, for example, has his staff at work 
turning out autotyped form letters to answer com- 
plainants. 


Castro: Cuban dictator Fidel Castro, lifted to power 
largely by the efforts of leftist elements in the United 
States, continues to pile up entries in the deficit column. 
Now exercising anti-Communists in the US are Castro’s 
threats of overthrowing the regime of Dominican ruler 
Rafael Trujillo, the Caribbean’s remaining anti-Commu- 
nist strong man. If Trujillo goes down, the Caribbean 
will be in effect a “Red lake,” controlled by Castro and 
his lookalikes in the banana republics. 
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Speaking at Princeton University last week, Castro de- 
clared his intention of helping—by all steps “short of 
war’—to “liberate” the Dominican Republic. Castro’s 
words confirmed the reports circulating in the Capital 
that a concerted movement is afoot to overturn Trujillo. 
and that Castro is behind it. 


The anti-Trujillo move, some legislators observe, ex- 
poses Castro’s pro-Red game as effectively as do the 
records of his Communist-lining associates, Raul Castro 
and “Che” Guevara. For, it is observed, a sincere re- 
former concerned to untangle the domestic problems 
of his own country would hardly undertake a foreign 
“crusade” only a few months after getting into power— 
unless he had a special axe to grind: in this case, Tru- 
jilloland’s status as the last remaining bastion of anti- 
communism in the Caribbean basin. 


@ Meanwhile, Castro’s denial of elementary freedoms 
in his home country continues apace. The right of 
habeas. corpus was .suspended . immediately, after..Castro., 
came to power, prompting the grim quip—amidst the 
continued killings—that “habeas cadaver” has replaced 
this ancient protection against arbitrary imprisonment. 


Castro has also postponed general elections in Cuba— 
last week pushing the interval before they could be held 
up to four years. He has raised the ante progressively, 
from one year, to 18 months to two years—then to 
four. This action renders farcical the argument that pro- 
Red Castro is preferable to Batista, because the latter 
ran a “dictatorship.” Castro’s performance to date puts 
him on a par with the most brutal dictators in the world. 


Castro was questioned, on “Meet the Press,” 
about this long delay in instituting democratic 
procedures. Panelist Lawrence Spivak asked 
him: “ ... don’t you think the Cuban people 
would be ready for democracy before four 
years?” Castro’s answer: “Yes, but you cannot 
impose on the people the free election if the 
people don’t want it.” 


Education: “Liberal” Democrats in the House last week 
went into high gear in their attempt to drive a behemoth 
Federal aid to education bill through this session of Con- 
gress. An Education and Labor subcommittee favorably 
reported the Murray-Metcalf bill, which contains pro- 
visions which could soon have the Federal Government 
disbursing almost $5 billion annually for imaginary edu- 
cational needs. 


The fallacy of this legislation was exposed recently 
by Professor Yale Brozen of the University of Chicago. 
The education bill, Brozen points out, is designed to take 
money away from wealthy states (like New York) and 
to bestow it on poorer states (like Mississippi). Brozen 
says: “the greatest need for funds is in the very states 
from which the money will be taken. School age popula- 
tions have increased 46 per cent since 1940 in the 12 
highest income states, which would pay the largest part 
of the Federal aid program. In the 12 lowest income 
states, which would receive the Federal aid, school age 
populations have risen only nine per cent since 1940. In 
other words, the money will be taken from the areas that 
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must expand school facilities and will be given to the 
areas that need much less expansion.” 


@ Ina hard-hitting speech on the floor of the Senate, 
Senator Styles Bridges (R.-N.H.) backed up this fe- 
pudiation of Federal aid by treating the example of his 
own home state. “Under most education proposals,” 
Bridges said, New Hampshire citizens “would be taxed 
more than the benefits we would receive . . . Under one 

. . proposal, New Hampshire would, in effect, be taxed 
by about $631,000 per year more than the amount of 
Federal benefits we would receive.” Similarly, Bridges 
noted, “under the Depressed Areas proposal, we would 
pay for subsidies designed to lure away our own indus- 
tries to other areas!” 


Nepotism: The latest episode in the continuing reve- 
lations of “nepotism” on Capitol Hill has unearthed the 
name of Representative George S. McGovern (D.-S.D.), 
whose political activities were reviewed in HUMAN 
Events for December 22, 1958 and January 14, 1959. 
The Washington Daily News reported last week that, 
during the first two months of 1959, MceGovern’s brother- 
in-law, one Robert Pennington, was on the Congress- 
man’s payroll as an $8667-a-year assistant—while still 
earning salary as a full-time professor at Dakota Wesley- 
an University. Pennington, the News disclosed, is the 
second relative of McGovern appearing on the congres- 
sional payroll. A brother, Lawrence, earns $4725-a-year 
as a Capitol policeman. 


Unemployment: Amidst the artificial furor stimulated 
by Walter Reuther and Co. concerning the problem of 
US unemployment, some skeptical officials are turning 
a critical eye on the statistics being tossed about on this 
subject. They conclude that the true unemployment fig- 
ure is considerably lower than the 4.3 million officially 
reported at the end of March. 

Representative Edgar W. Hiestand (R.-Calif.) esti- 
mated last week that the real tally is closer to 1.5 million 
than to the total given in the official summary. Hiestand 
pointed out that many persons included in the figure are 
‘Gn between” jobs, either by their own choosing or be- 
cause of temporary layoffs caused by changes in produc- 
tion schedules, etc.; that, as usual, many housewives, 
having recently resigned from jobs to become full-time 
homemakers, are now collecting unemployment compen- 
sation. And, Hiestand said, “as everybody knows, a cer- 
tain number of ‘drifters’ appear regularly on the unem- 
ployment rolls of every community. They work awhile, 
until they’ve built up unemployment credits, then they 
just lay off for awhile.” 


Sometimes, the Congressman pointed out, unemploy- 
ment compensation offices attract even the wealthy. 


Hiestand relayed the case of a man “worth 
about three quarters of a million,” who said 
that he’d been paying unemployment taxes for 
hundreds of employees all these years, and now 
he was going to collect a little of it back. And 
he did. He’s one of the 4.3 million currently 
listed as “unemployed.” 
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Goldwater: The young Republican leader from Arizona 
has been busy in the past ten days tearing down the 
idols of “liberalism” and saying what the people of the 
country are saying — in tones rarely heard from US 
political leaders. 


In a speech in Jackson, Mississippi. Goldwater said 
that he regarded Chief Justice of the Supreme Court 
Earl Warren as a socialist and deemed him unfit to head 
the Court. He said he had advised President Eisenhower 
that he did not like the appointment of Warren because 
the latter “hasn’t practiced law in 25 years, has never 
been a judge and is a socialist.” 


Then Goldwater went to work on Senator J. William 
Fulbright (D.-Ark.), now the totem of the appeasement 
tribe, because Fulbright (and Senator Morse) ques- 
tioned the fitness of Mrs. Clare Boothe Luce (former 
Ambassador to Italy) to serve as Ambassador to Brazil. 
Morse and the Arkansas Democrat brought up the fact 
that 15 years ago Mrs. Luce claimed “Roosevelt lied 
us into World War II.” (Mrs. Luce retorted with a half 
dozen books of history supporting the statement.) 


Goldwater said that Fulbright and Morse, by digging 
up a historical controversy of many years ago, which 
had no relevance to Mrs. Luce’s competence as an Am- 
bassador, were engaging “in the same tactics which they 
accused the late Senator Joe McCarthy of using.” 


Then the versatile Arizona legislator turned his attack 
on another quarter—that of the socialistic public power 
advocates: “There was a time,” he said, “when the ve- 
hicle used for Government competition and expansion 
was hydroelectric development; but that time has passed. 
You now have the atom. That puts the threat of a Gov- 


ernment power plant in any area, be it Maine or 
Chicago. 


“Why are Government power advocates so active in 
supporting Federal development of power from the atom? 
. . . It is not because it means cheaper power... . 
It is argued, and many people think it is logical, that 
the Federal Government should take the lead in con- 
structing atomic power plants. So the atom may replace 
hydro as the vehicle to get the Government into the 
steam power business.” 
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: Taft’s Legacy and the 1960 Elections 


er A Massive Reformation Must Precede Victory 














By THE Hon. HowarD BUFFETT 


mM 
nt HEN A PERSON goes to a medical clinic, the considerable accuracy that the bombshell that hit 
8 doctors usually spend little time studying the GOP in 1958 was constructed and the fuse lit at 
er the current aspects of his illness. Instead, they the 1952 convention. Let’s appraise some sobering 
il. search back into his history, and even want to know consequences of the rejection of the Ohio Senator. 
et the physiological history of his ancestors. Doctors By friend and foe alike, Robert Taft was known 
ed have found that many serious physical ailments as Mr. Republican. He had been the GOP flag-bearer 
alf have roots stemming back to earlier generations. in the Senate for a decade or more. He was re- 
Similarly, conservatives surprised at what hap- spected by leaders in both parties for his courage, 
pened last November need to probe deeper than the integrity, ability and political experience. If any- 
glib explanations of journalistic wonders who pon- one in America had earned and was qualified for 
ng tificated about the results within a few hours after the Republican nomination for President, that man 
ch the votes were counted. The illness of the conserva- was Robert Taft. 
a tive cause is not so easily diagnosed. 
y poet, § - 
To comprehend the full tragedy of that election, OREOVER, he had the ability in the late ‘forties 
two significant facts should be recalled. In 1932 to challenge and defeat the labor bosses who 
ok Democrat Franklin D. Roosevelt ran on conservative even then were threatening our industrial progress. 
on principles and conservative promises, spelled out It was Robert Taft who, while certainly not single- 
i. again and again in the campaign. Even though the handedly, still was the decisive factor in the pas- 
Nation was in a serious depression, the people sage of legislation, the Taft-Hartley bill, to restrain 
on yiia : . 
d elected Roosevelt. His victory was overwhelming. labor excesses. And he did more. In 1950 Robert 
ss Taft took on by himself the combined forces of all 
abe Twenty years later the Republican nominee, labor organizations in his fight for re-election, and 
or Dwight Eisenhower, running on a conservative plat- licked them overwhelmingly. Only two small, tradi- 
form and making conservative promises, also won tionally Democratic counties in Ohio gave a major- 
mi an overwhelming victory. ity to his opponent. 
n? But the November election six years later found Following this magnificent service to our free en- 
- the GOP defeated, discredited, and reduced to a terprise system, and conservatives generally, what 
: t divided minority at county, state and national levels. happened? Many of the same industrialists for 
” What caused this debacle? Was it because Presi- whom he had risked his political life came to the 
pu dent Eisenhower, despite his conservative promises, Chicago convention to defeat him. Also many GOP 
ee had continued and expanded the New Deal? If so, politicians, both jealous of his integrity and panic- 
he how did the Republican party come to nominate him, stricken by the phony slogan, “Taft Can’t Win,” 
when the GOP was ostensibly controlled by genuine deserted the great leader. 
conservatives? Today many of these politicians, to whom public 
és Here we are getting close to the heart of the office is everything and principles simply sweet 
oe problem. The GOP, when judged by its Presidential words to use as “campaign oratory” (Willkie), 
— candidates, has not been in the control of conserva- are looking for jobs. When they and the business- 
tives since back in the ’thirties. For its selections, men decided that victory was more important than 
— Wendell Willkie in 1940, Thomas Dewey in 1944 and nominating a candidate who had earned their trust, 
<m 1948, and Dwight Eisenhower in 1952, were not con- they set the stage for 1958. 
de servatives. Then why were they nominated? Be- What do I mean? Honest and able men of the 
i cause the East Coast interests who picked them Nation, in and out of politics, consciously or uncon- 
were able to control the nominating machinery at sciously learned something in 1952 about GOP poli- 
sis the Presidential conventions. tics that they had not known before. They learned 
sia, How did they do it? Those backroom manipula- that the Republican party at the top was controlled 
sie tions are not reported to the public, and you can by men with a strange sense of honor. 
us 2 expect that they never will be. Some parts of the Suppose the young man thinking of running for 
958 story of how Robert Taft had the nomination office would consider what happened to Robert 
5 taken from his grasp by shocking tactics came Taft? Would he not say to himself, “If that is the 
— out at the time, but even little of that story was kind of treatment I can expect if I go into politics 
opt ever told. and do a good job, then I guess I’ll be smart and 
aa Now the full effect of the political crucifixion of stick to a business or profession. There, at least, 
a Robert Taft has arrived. In fact, one might say with I will get what I deserve.” 
litor 
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In coming to this conclusion, the ambitious young 
man would have taken into account that Taft was 
not edged out by another able and experienced GOP 
leader, but by an outsider with no record of loyalty 
to the party and no experience in public office. 

But the disintegration of ‘the GOP did not stop 
with the Presidential nomination of a complete 
outsider. Staffed with Modern Republicans, the 
“palace guard” went out to liquidate the conserva- 
tive backbone of the partv. During Ike’s first weeks 
in office, a list of Taft Republicans to be purged 
was prepared at the White House. 


In this strategy the Modern Republicans did not 
make Roosevelt’s mistake of announcing their aims. 
Instead they laid their plans secretly and no public 
exposure of their tactics ever appeared. The fre- 
quent disappearance of conservative Republicans 
from public office and political influence in the fol- 
lowing years was mute testimony to the effective- 
ness of this liquidation policy. 


But one Taft Republican had too impressive a fol- 
lowing to be disposed of quietly. That was Senator 
Joe McCarthy. Probably no Republican in Amer- 
ica had done more to get Dwight Eisenhower elected 
than the Senator from Wisconsin. 


It was his crusade against Communist influence in 
our Government that caused hundreds of thousands 
of Catholic voters to forego long-standing allegiance 
to the Democratic party and vote Republican for the 
first time in their lives. In states with large nation- 
ality-conscious blocs of voters, Senator McCarthy 
had knocked down the racial and religious barriers. 


RAGICALLY FOR AMERICA, the political assassina- 
bos of McCarthy by Senate censure, directed 
from the White House, undid at one stroke all the 
gains that McCarthy had brought about. The Demo- 
cratic political bosses were jubilant, for the prac- 
tical effect was that Democrats who believed in Mc- 
Carthy’s conservative stand concluded that they 
were not wanted in the Republican party. Back they 
went to the Democrats—fast. 

Where does all this leave the conservative who is 
willing and anxious to start to work in 1959 for a 
conservative victory at the polls in 1960? 


Some well-wishers say that conservatives must 
begin to hustle right now at the grass roots, work 
their way up in the GOP organization so that they 
agen and get a conservative GOP nominee in 
1 ; 


Let’s consider this suggestion, starting with the 
Southern states where GOP Presidential convention 
delegates, to say the least, are factors in a strange 
system. Since 1940 the Eastern internationalists 
have mostly controlled the votes of the Southern 
delegates to the national convention, even when (as 
in Texas) they had to round up Democrats for the 
purpose of electing Republican delegates. Is there 
any reason to believe they don’t have the political 
levers to continue to do it? 

Then take the big states like New York, Pennsyl- 
vania and California. Does anyone really think that 
a successful rebellion against New York City influ- 
ence will take place in the Empire State? Or have 
they developed since 1952 a breed of brave men who 
are economically independent enough, and likewise 
willing to defy all the tactics of pressure that poli- 
ticians and money can devise? 
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Does anyone have a plan that will assure a major- 


-ity of delegates who cannot be swayed by political 


or financial pressure once they get to the conven- 
tion? Few Americans today have as much economic 
independence as did those of 30 or 40 years ago. 
Their political independence disappeared when their 
person! well-being became tied in with nation-wide 
organizations. 

Perhaps someone can work out a program that 
will solve the problems outlined, and others in the 
same category. If so, this is the time to come up 
with the answers. There are a host of conservatives 
over the country who would like to work now for 
a conservative Republican party, but only—and this 
is a big “but only”—if they can obtain reliable as- 
surance that 1960 will not be a repeat of 1952 and 
preceding conventions. 

Thousands of Republican conservatives worked 
hard in 1952 to get Taft nominated, only to find 
that their earnest enthusiasm lined up votes for 
a party that betrayed them at Chicago. It seems 
reasonable to conclude that they won’t be trapped 
again. The trend is apparent in the resignation of 
the vice chairman of an important Republican state, 
who reportedly declared she was not going to work 
for another Modern Republican victory. Others, less 


outspoken, are dropping out of GOP activities unob- 
trusively. 


Obviously the difficult alternative available to con- 
servatives is to work for a new party—a second 
party, if you please, for we have today in action 
three socialist parties, the one that calls itself So- 
cialist, the Democratic party and the Modern GOP. 
If the GOP doesn’t undergo a massive reformation, 
then the way to set the stage for a genuine conser- 
vative party is for the GOP to get drastically drub- 
bed in 1960. Any way you look at it, a political party 
without principles to give voters a choice in direct- 
ing the course of government, is as obsolete as a 
vermiform appendix. 


This brings us back where we started. Conserva- 
tives, like the medicos, will only succeed as they get 
at the source of their current plight. That means a 
way must be found to overcome those who have made 
the historically conservative GOP into a clumsy 
facsimile of the New Deal. Unless a winning strategy 
for this goal is developed in 1959, a new party is 
the only real hope for conservatives. 


Howard Buffett is a former four-term Republican Con- 
gressman from Nebraska, who voluntarily retired in 1952 
to return to private business. His most recent contribution 
to HUMAN EVENTs was “Portents of 1960: One Man’s Guess,” 
Sept. 7, 1957. 
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Does ‘Big’ Business Kill Competition? 
The Facts Don’t Support This Collectivist Cliche 








This article is extracted from John Chamberlain’s new 
book, The Roots of Capitalism, published by D. Van Nostrand 
Company, Inc., ($5.50). It appears here with permission of 
the publisher. 


CCW» IG” BUSINESS, long a vaguely defined whipping 
boy for “liberal” politicians and educators, is 
beginning to find some friends. 

The ruling school of economists have frequently 
held that there was something inherently evil with 
large-sized industrial firms, and have sought to 
make business growth a pretext for Governmental 
intervention. But their reasoning doesn’t stand up 
under examination. 

Waddill Catchings, in a brilliant piece of pam- 
phleteering called Do Economists Understand Busi- 
ness?, says it is “currently being taught in every 
school and college throughout the US” that bigness 
has destroyed competition. The statement may be 
extreme, but it is true that the texts in use in a 
large number of colleges do slant things that way. 
The statistical underpinning for this slant goes back 
to the 1930’s, when Adolf Berle and Gardiner Means 
were arguing that in 30 or 40 years, at the then- 
current rate of growth, all corporate activity would 
be in the hands of 200 corporations. The presump- 
tion piled on top of the Berle-Means curves is that 
200 corporations could not be trusted to satisfy the 
wants of the American people at progressively low- 
ered prices for an ever-increasing output. 


In his book, Big Enterprise in a Competitive Sys- 
tem, S. D. H: Kaplan quite effectively demolishes the 
long-term applicability of the Berle-Means study. 
Between 1929 and 1948, the annual national income 
rose from $87 billion to $223 billion; but in this 
same span of time the profits of the large corpora- 
tions dropped from 6.1 per cent of the national in- 
come to 5.7 per cent: While this was happening the 
profits of smaller corporations rose from 5.4 per 
cent of the national income to 8.1 per cent, and the 
profits of unincorporated business jumped from 15.9 
per cent of the national income to 17.8 per cent. 


Farming as an individual occupation has fallen 
off in the past quarter-century; in 1929 there were 
5.6 million farm proprietors, while in 1950 the num- 
ber had declined to 4.4 million. The drop represented 
a decrease of farm proprietors from 12.2 per cent 
of total employment to 7.4 per cent. But meanwhile 
the active proprietors of business firms increased 
from 4.1 to 5.4 millions, or from 8.9 per cent of 
total employment to 9.3 per cent. So, as Kaplan 
says, “‘on balance, the number of self-employed kept 
pace with the growth of population.” 


By JOHN CHAMBERLAIN 
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Even though the big haven’t been eating up the 
little, it might be argued that America is no longer 
a place where the little can aspire to become big. 
But here, again, Kaplan proves the case for op- 
portunity. He does this by comparing lists of the 
100 largest corporations for 1909, 1919, 1929, 1935 
and 1948. What the comparative lists go to prove is 
that the top, as Kaplan says, is an extremely slip- 
pery place. The list has changed continuously and 
only 36 of the 1909 giants were still in the first 
100 in 1948. Two companies which considerably 
improved their positions over the years—General 
Electric and Du Pont—did so by changing the en- 
tire nature of their product mixes. 


HAT THE COMPARATIVE lists demonstrate is 

that competition continually winnows the 
field, forcing ceaseless change. The lists even man- 
age to bear out the sardonic dictum of the old trust- 
buster, Thurman Arnold, that the easiest way to 
make money is to invade a supposedly ‘“monopo- 
lized” field. For example, in 1909 Standard Oil of 
New Jersey had assets greater than those of all the 
other members of the oil industry combined. Al- 
though the parent Standard Oil Company has grown 
greatly since 1909, notwithstanding the separation 
of its subsidiaries, its percentage in petroleum now 
represents a minor fraction of the expanded indus- 
try’s total. In 1948, Standard of New Jersey had to 
share its place of leadership with its former sub- 
sidiaries, now independent, and with eleven other 
oil companies, only two of which were on the list 
in 1909. 

Steel. is another case in point. In 1909, the US 
Steel Corp., which had over two-thirds of the busi- 
ness in its field at the time of its formation, was 
still the country’s number one behemoth. There were, 
however, 13 other steel firms represented among the 
first 100 companies. In 1948, there were nine steel 
companies remaining among the hundred largest 
corporations, Of these nine, only four were survivors 
from 1909. Five of the 1948 steel giants were new- 
comers who had bucked their way upwards in a 
supposedly monopolistic area. In the order of their 
size, they were National Steel, Armco Steel, Youngs- 
town Sheet and Tube, Inland Steel, and Wheeling 
Steel. These had displaced such companies as Colo- 
rado Fuel and Iron, Crucible, and Sloss Sheffield 
from the list. (Challenged by the relative newcomers 
and by the prodigious growth of Bethlehem, Repub- 
lic, and Jones & Laughlin, US Steel itself now does 
only one-third of the business in steel.) 
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The modern competitiveness of steel has waxed 
over the years because the industry itself, far from 
making the same old product, has been engaged in 
providing more and more alternatives, more and 
more effective choices, for the consumer. Where the 
industry once sold carbon steel, in the forms of rails, 
structural shapes and plate, it now takes color from 
the chemical industry, becoming a vast proliferation 
of special steels, with plenty of room at the bottom 
for small companies with electric furnaces and new 
alloying formulas. And the products of steel com- 
pete with wood, plastics, and all the other metals. 


Steel, though it is obviously basic to the economy, 
no longer bulks as large investment-wise as it did 
in the early years of the century. This is an index 
to the plain fact that there are many substitutes for 
steel in plastics, in wood products, in glass, in alumi- 
num and other non-ferrous metals. To meet substi- 
tute competition, Republic Steel, the third-ranking 
producer in the Nation, has even gone in for manu- 
facturing plastic pipe. Other steel companies are in- 
teresting themselves in titanium, and in zinc and 
aluminum-coated steel. 


HE IMPULSE to cartelize in America had a brief 

run for its money in the ’eighties and ‘nineties, 
but it soon ran afoul of the national temperament, 
as expressed in the Sherman Act. To solve the prob- 
lem of diminishing returns, the American corpora- 
tion turned from the philosophy of “contrived scar- 
os to the opposite philosophy of “‘contrived fecun- 

ity.” 

This fecundity has been expressed in the continu- 
ous process of remaking the market by altering the 
nature of the product from year to year. The “re- 
made market” in steel has substituted light automo- 
bile sheets for heavy sheets, stainless for ordinary 
hard steels in cutlery, coated plate for old fashioned 
tin plate. In aluminum, next to nickel the most tra- 
ditionally “monopolistic” of the metal industries, 
market saturation has been avoided by pushing out- 
ward from the household utensil market, where the 


competition with copper and heat-resistant glass is - 


fierce, into the electrical transmission, building, 
automotive, and aviation fields. As Professor Kaplan 
shows, the agile company always supplies its sales 
force with new products, or drastically restyled old 
products, whenever a given product mix appears to 
be approaching the point of no-profit return. 

The competition in innovation—which is the 
American idea of the perfect model of competition 
—has been carried to the point where, far from 
seeking market-sharing agreements, virtually every- 
body is now playing in everybody else’s backyard. 
Management advisory companies now make lush 
livings in offering consultation on the art of “plan- 
ned diversification.” It was considered a joke when 
Aaron Burr’s water company, the Manhattan Com- 
pany, established a bank called the Bank of the 
Manhattan Co. But this is nothing in comparison 
with some of the strange amalgams of recent history. 


Today we see an Olin-Matthieson engaged in mak- 
ing firearms, shells, paper, cellophane, and caustic 
soda, and even taking a flyer in aluminum. We see a 
Clevite going from automobile parts to electronics; a 
Thompson Products shifting all its emphasis; an 
H. K. Porter Co. raying out from switching locomo- 
tives to steel, firebrick, rubber, and electrical de- 
vices; a General Mills adding a mechanical division 
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(precision gearing electronic systems) to its old 


- business of making flour; a W. R. Grace and Co. 


expanding from steamships into fertilizer, plastics, 
airlines, outdoor advertising, coffee, and paint; a 
General Tire & Rubber Co. making rocket motors 
and plastics; and a Rockwell Manufacturing Co. de- 
veloping a line of products that includes gas meters, 
power tools, valves and electrical conduit fittings. 

Oil companies, deep in the new applied science of 
petrochemicals, have developed synthetic glycerine 
processes (bringing them- into competition with 
soap-makers) ; and have produced toluene, hitherto 
a coke-oven product. As for the-old-line chemical 
companies, which once reigned supreme in the nitro- 
gen field, they are faced with competition from a 
dozen oil and gas companies which have invaded 
this territory. 

All of this makes price-fixing and market-limita- 
tion and the other devices of cartelization a practical 
impossibility in the US. How could Allied Chemical 
& Dye and American Cyanamid, for example, ever 
hope to come to an agreement on nitrogen fertilizers 
when a new nitrogen manufacturer is appearing on 
the horizon every other month? And what will the 
chemical and oil companies now deep in the fertilizer 
business do if the new process of shaking nitric acid 
out of the atmosphere, by pushing air through wind 
tunnels at high speeds, ever comes to something? 
They will find ways of meeting the competition or, 
if they can’t, they will turn to other products. And in 
either case the consumer will win. 


Indeed, so keen is the competition in some areas 
that Congress, taking alarm, has sought to offset its 
own anti-trust legislation in certain “fair trade” 
fields. But the rise of the discount house and the 
ubiquity of the under-the-counter deal make “fair 
trade” laws a dead letter. On the other hand, the 
Sherman Anti-Trust Act continues to work its over- 
all watchdog magic. As Waddill Catchings has indi- 
cated, the effectiveness of the Sherman Act does 
not reside in its positive enforcement by the De- 
partment of Justice. Its effectiveness derives from a 
simpler consideration: as long as it is on the books, 
— agreements in America are not sustainable 
in law. 

This means that the maverick can go his own way, 
cutting a price here, invading the Detroit area with 
a steel mill there. There can be no retribution as 
long as the law is on his side. 


John Chamberlain is a frequent contributor to the Wall 
Street Journal. He is a former editorial writer for Life 
magazine and book reviewer for The New York Times. 





The Roots of Capitalism can be obtained from The Bookmailer, Box 101, Mur- 
ray Hill Station, New York 16, N. Y., at the bookstore price. 
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LABOR: Behind the congressional battle.......... (page 1) 
STRAUSS: ACLU rebukes his enemies............ (page 2) 
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Where will he strike nezxt?.............. (page 4) 
FEDERAL AID: Why it doesn’t work ........... (page 4) 


Labor is the Issue: The Capital these days has its eyes 
riveted on three figures, upon whom the course of the 
Nation apparently depends. They are President Eisen- 
hower, former Secretary of the Treasury George Hum- 
phrey and Senator Barry Goldwater (R.-Ariz.). Finally 
convinced of the danger of inflation by the sage advice 
of Humphrey, Ike has rallied a national crusade against 
the menace of a rubber dollar; and he now finds himself 
constrained, upon the advice of the dynamic Senator 
Goldwater, to pinpoint the labor reform issue as the 
major prerequisite to solving the problem of inflation 
and spending. 

It is known that Goldwater had a long behind-closed- 
doors talk with Ike last week, concerning the dangers’ of 
unrestrained labor power and the inadequacy of Senator 
Kennedy’s “labor reform” bill. Goldwater cast the lone 
vote against the measure in the Senate, saying: “The 
bill, in terms of its effect on the evil conditions it pro- 
fesses to cure, is like a flea-bite to a bull elephant.” In 
short, said the Arizona Senator, the Senate labored long 
to produce the Kennedy measure, but “like the prover- 
bial mountain, it brought forth the proverbial mouse.” 


According to information relayed to HuMAN EvENTS 
from White House sources, Ike congratulated Goldwater 
on his lone vote against the “sweetheart” bill and said 
that, if he had been a Senator, he would have voted right 
along with the Arizonan. 


@ Ike, it is reported, now realizes that not only labor 
boss corruption, but labor boss greed and irresponsibility, 
threaten the economic foundations of the country. Not 
the least of the evidence piling up was the recent testi- 
mony of former Federal Reserve Chairman Marriner 
Eccles, who served in Franklin D. Roosevelt’s regime as 
financial braintruster. 


Eccles, surveying the scene in which the Steelworkers 
union is now demanding a $1 billion package increase, 
remarked: “If all of the other workers of America— 
more than 66 million—were to demand and receive these 
same benefits, it would add $52 billion to the cost of 
goods produced. There would be nathing ‘creeping’ about 
the resulting inflation.” 


@ In the cloakrooms of the Senate, there is some 
speculation about whether Ike, in his new incarnation, 
will crack down on the Modern Republicans on Capi- 
tol Hill. For it was a group of five “liberal” Republicans 
that was responsible for the passage of the Kennedy bill. 


Led by Republican Senate Whip Thomas Kuchel of 
California—with the aid of Aiken (Vt.), Cooper (Ky.). 
Case (N.J.) and Langer (N.D.)—this group arranged 
and sponsored the watered-down version of the “bill of 
rights” amendment. The Kuchel version, it is empha- 
sized, was not simply a compromise but an abject sur- 
render to the labor boss lobby. “Liberal’’ Democratic 
Senators Clark (Pa.) and Church (Idaho) had actually 
offered a substitute proposal much tougher on the labor 
oligarchy than the Kuchel measure. Thus the five left- 
wing Republicans showed themselves more subservient 
to the labor lobby than did two prominent Democrats, 


customarily pro-labor in their attitudes. 


No wonder, therefore, that intense feeling rose among 
GOP conservatives against Kuchel and his followers. 
Columnist George Dixon reported that the usually quiet 
Senator Dworshak (R.-Idaho), in the Republican cloak- 
room, “with a bull-like roar of rage, rushed at the Cali- 
fornian [Kuchel],” but was restrained by other mem- 
bers from actual assault. 


HUMAN EVENTS sources quote Dworshak 
as saying: “What are you trying to do to the Re- 
publican party?” This publication also learns 
that, prior to his surprise move on the labor bill, 
Kuchel was seen conferring—in the offices of 
the Minority Leader—with a group of labor lob- 
nid headed by the AFL-CIO’s Andrew Bie- 
miller. 


@ The President’s appeal to toughen the Kennedy 
bill by amendments falls on ready ears in the House of 
Representatives. Representative Carroll D. Kearns (R.- 
Pa.), ranking GOP member of the Labor Committee, has 
a program for beefing up the bill and restoring much of 
the muscle removed from it in the Senate by Kennedy, 
Kuchel, et al. The Committee will hold hearings for at 
least three weeks, and it is hoped that many rank-and- 
file union members will testify about labor boss evils. 
Some 150,000 letters received from rank-and-filers by 
the McClellan Rackets Committee suggest that there is 
a vast reservoir of resentment among dues-payers against 
the way their unions’ affairs have been conducted. 

Since it is estimated that the bill will not move to the 
floor of the House until mid-June, hope is rising that the 
bill will either be amended constructively or defeated 
in toto. It is recalled that last year, the Kennedy-Ives 
“sweetheart” bill, which had passed the Senate, was de- 
feated by an aroused lower chamber. 


@ Meanwhile, Ike’s stubbornness in continuing to 
demand swollen foreign aid authorizations (while urging 
spending cuts) greatly irks Republicans in Congress. 
Some express the hope that Senator Styles Bridges (R.- 
N.H.), who enjoys Ike’s esteem, can swing him on this 
issue, as Humphrey has on economy and Goldwater on 
labor. Bridges is a stern critic of the kind of foreign aid 
urged by the Administration. 
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REA: When the Democrats’ effort to override Presi- 
dent Eisenhower’s veto of the REA bill failed in the 
House last week, the cause of economy in Government 
won a signal victory. 

This facet of the struggle was highlighted last weel: by 
the remark of former President Herbert Hoover, who 
said that “it would be a sad day for good government” 
if the House voted to override Ike’s veto. Hoover’s com- 
ment recalled the fact that the famous Hoover Commis- 
sion recommended eliminating REA’s subsidized status. 
In its publication, How to Save $7.5 Billion a Year, 
Human Events noted the Hoover Commission’s report 
that “the subsidies [to REA] were provided by charging 
interest at two per cent, which is one percentage point 
less than the Treasury pays on long-term issues; grant- 
ing exemption from Federal taxes; allowing a five-year 
moratorium period with a delayed payment of interest 

. ; and paying administrative expenses of about 
$7, 750,000 annually from Federal Funds.” 

The Hoover Commission’s recommendation: “With 
92.3: per cent of all farms electrified as of June 30, 1954 
[94.8 per cent in 1957], it was the Commission’s belief 
that the time has arrived for the reorganization of the 
Rural Electrification Administration into a self-support- 
ing institution, securing its own finances from private 
sources, in a manner similar to that of other agencies.” 


GOP Chairman: One of the aspects of the Administra- 
tion which puzzles observers in the Capital is the strange 
line being put out by new Republican National Chair- 
man Thruston Morton. Last week, Human Events 
pointed out that Morton, in a radio-TV interview, threw 
cold water on Ike’s chances of balancing the Budget. 
Now the man whom the President hand-picked to head 
party affairs—against widespread dissent from leaders of 
the GOP—choruses still another song out of key with 
the tune emanating from the White House. 

The left-wing New York Post arranged an interview 
with the Republican Chairman in which he was asked 


to name the issues that would be of chief importance 


between now and the 1960 elections. The Post reporter 
might well have expected to get the answers of “econo- 
my” and “labor reform.” Instead, Morton responded 
that the issues would be (1) high interest rates, (2) un- 
employment and (3) agriculture. “Liberal’’ Democrats, 


oddly enough, seem to concentrate on these topics; the 
President doesn’t. 


Morton also cited foreign policy as a key is- 
sue, saying: “While we are fairly well unified 
on a firm stand, we can’t get public opinion so 
straitjacketed that you can’t make concessions 
in return for equal concessions for fear that 
would be labelled appeasement.” 


How to Fight Inflation: The Chicago Tribune has 
racked up the impressive score of 130,000 letters to mem- 
bers of Congress as a result of its drive to arouse people 
to the dangers of inflation. The letters come from the 
“Chicagoland” area—Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Michigan 
and Wisconsin. The staffs of the ten Senators and 72 
Representatives from these states have been busy coping 
with one of the biggest mails they have ever received. All 
these members of Congress have acknowledged the letters 
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. with assurances that they would heed the anti-inflation 


admonitions of the correspondents. (How these legisla- 
tors carry out such pledges will be the subject of a check 
by the Tribune staff when spending measures go to the 
floor for voting.) 


Much of the success of the Trib campaign, it is agreed, 


is due to the detailed care with which it was mounted. 
A double-page spread included coupons containing pro- 
tests against excessive spending and inflationary meas- 
ures. Full directions were given as to how to address the 
individual members of Congress. The campaign ran con- 
tinuously from April 12 to April 25, and included inter- 
views on the subject of inflation with various people in 
the Chicagoland area. The repetition of the appeal over 
a period of two weeks is believed to have contributed 
greatly to the big response. (An Eastern newspaper, 
using the same coupons and appeal, but limiting the 
coverage to one day, drew scant returns.) 

Another feature of the Tribune drive was the publica- 
tion of prize-winning personal experience letters on the 
effects of inflation. One of these, from:Ford:C. Zimmer 
of Fort Wayne, Indiana, is typical: 

“Because of a heart condition, I retired from my job 
two-and-a-half years ago, after 38 years of active work. 
I was 61 years old, and my pension, together with nom- 
inal savings, seemed big enough to get me by on a sim- 
plified standard of living until I could qualify for social 
security at age 65. 


“In the short time since then I have been alarmed 
at how the buying power of my income has been cut by 
inflation. The real value of my savings, largely made up 
of Series-E bonds purchased through payroll deductions, 
has been reduced to only about half the average cost. 
The same applied to my pension and it will apply to my 
social security payments when they finally start coming. 
My insurance program, once considered adequate, has 
suffered the same depreciation.” 


In order to spur others to emulate the efforts of the 
Tribune, the Illinois Retail Merchants Association and 
the Illinois Manufacturers Association are distributing 
kits, containing all the Tribune’s articles, to their mem- 
berships. 


Civil Liberties: Washington’s flock of “liberal” legis- 
lators and pundits are always quick to speak out in de- 
fense of “civil liberties’”—if the liberties in question be- 
long to a Communist, or if they furnish a pretext for 
creating some kind of new.agency. But when the liberties 
under discussion belong to conservatives, or to ordinary 
nonsubversive citizens, the left wing doesn’t get too 
aroused about them. Three instances appeared promi- 
nently in the news last week: 


@ The McClellan “bill of rights” for labor—designed 
to give union members freedom of speech and other 
elementary liberties, backed by a realistic enforcement 
clause—was struck from the Kennedy-Ervin labor bill 
by a coalition of Democrats and “liberal” Republicans. 
All of the Senate’s most loud-mouthed champions of 
“civil liberties” for Communists voted to cancel out those 
same liberties for honest union members. 


@ In Stockton, California, a merchant named Charles 
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Hawkins was fined $1400 and sent to prison for 20 days. 
His offense: selling Alka-Seltzer tablets at 14 cents be- 
low the price established by the manufacturer—an act 
in violation of California’s misnamed “fair trade” law. 
From his cell, Hawkins said: “I believe that unless I 
sign a contract to sell an item si a certain price, I 
shouldn’t be bound by somebody else’s agreement.” To 
date, no champion of “civil liberties” has stood up in 
Congress to plead Hawkins’ case. Nor has the American 
Civil Liberties Union, perennial defender of Communists, 
come to Hawkins’ aid—in spite of repeated inquiries by 
Human Events. 


@ Finally, left-wing practitioners of the double stand- 
ard have outdone themselves in the dispute involving 
Admiral Lewis Strauss, former Chairman of the Atomic 
Energy Commission, and Dr. J. Robert Oppenheimer, 
security-risk physicist ousted from the AEC during 
Strauss’ tenure there. Two years ago, Oppenheimer was 
invited to perform as “William James Lecturer” at 
Harvard University.. The invitation prompted consider- 
able opposition from conservatives, who felt that Oppen- 
heimer, a self-confessed liar, was a poor choice to instruct 
Harvard youth in the finer points of moral philosophy. 
Aroused by this conservative protest, “liberaldom” rose 
in wrath to defend Oppenheimer’s “civil liberties”—on 
the theory that cancellation of a speaking invitation, 
even at a private institution, impinged upon Oppen- 
heimer’s freedom of speech. 

The consistency of this vociferous concern for ‘free 
speech was tested last month when Admiral Strauss re- 
ceived an invitation to address the annual meeting of the 
American Physical Society. Once again “liberaldom” 
rose: but this time it was to demand that the invitation 
be revoked, and that Strauss be publicly humiliated by 
a repudiation at the hands of the APS. A group of left- 
wing scientists, calling themselves “The Last Strauss 
Committee,” circulated literature urging that the Strauss 
talk be called off, and conducted a poll among APS mem- 
bers in an attempt to accumulate anti-Strauss sentiment. 

Human Events reporters contacted the American 
Civil Liberties Union, to discover if it would censure 
those leftists trying to stop Strauss’ appearance. Under 
prodding from Human Events, the ACLU went into a 
brief huddle, and came up with a strong rebuke to the 
left-wing scientists trying to prevent Strauss’ appear- 
ance. In a letter last Thursday to the American Physical 
Society, ACLU Executive Director Patrick Murphy 
Malin said: 


“... we would deeply regret if the spirit of 
the First Amendment principle of free speech 
was infringed by the withdrawal of the invita- 
tion. This action would indicate that a fear ex- 
ists to hear the views that Mr. Strauss wishes 
to express. As the scientific community has so 
vigorously campaigned for freedom of informa- 
tion and open. discussion, we hope the APS will 
not act in contradiction to this vital principle.” 


Rockefeller: New York’s Governor Nelson Rockefeller 
last week received a highly revealing accolade from UAW 
boss Walter Reuther, who told newsmen that he thought 
Rockefeller would be more at home in the Democratic 
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party than in the GOP. “I think he would make a good 
Democrat,” Reuther said—confirming the judgment of 
conservative Republicans on Capitol Hill. Inasmuch as 
Reuther has been one of the main props of the Demo- 
cratic party for the last 20 years, his comment has the 
ring of authority. 

_ On the same day that Reuther conferred his blessing 
on Rockefeller, Minnesota Congressman John A. Blatnik, 
a far left-wing Democrat, announced that he had re- 
ceived a letter from Rockefeller, unsolicited, supporting 
a Blatnik proposal to double Federal aid expenditures 
for sewage treatment. Congressional Republicans oppose 
this bill, as does President Eisenhower, in the belief that 
the Federal water pollution control program should be 
turned back to the states. 


Trujillo: Diplomatic Row in Washington reports that 
a month ago the Dominican Government approached the 
Italian and French Governments to purchase arms—tanks, 
machine-guns, light artillery and ammunition. Rome and 
Paris, although quite willing to ‘sell ‘these to Trujillo, 
consulted with Washington. To their surprise, they re- 
ceived a request from the State Department not to sell 
arms to Trujillo or any other Caribbean Government. 
In deference to the US, therefore, they declined the 
Dominican offer. This week, French and Italian diplo- 
mats were astounded to read in the papers that the US 
was selling arms to Panama, as that nation faced an in- 
vasion of revolutionaries. It was indicated that these 
Europeari Governments may now go ahead and arm the 
Dominicans. 


Castro: America as “leader of the free world”—runs an 
acidulous wisecrack in the Capital—is like a watchdog 
that insists on licking the hands of the burglar. This re- 
action was prompted by the cordial treatment accorded 
Soviet boss Anastas Mikoyan last winter, and by the 
delirious reception recently staged for Cuban Premier 
Fidel Castro in New York—in spite of the fact that 
Castro’s hands, and his political dossier, are deeply tinged 
with red. 


In addition to thwarting legitimate protest by anti- 
Castro forces (see HuMaN Events for April 22, 1959), 


brutal blow to US prestige in Latin America. Scripps- 
Howard correspondent Edward Tomlinson reported last 
week that, in the Latin countries, the citizens have no 
use for Castro’s bearded henchmen. “The young bar- 
budos,” he wrote, “were jeered by diners when they en- 
tered one of the leading restaurants.” Tomlinson added 
that “on the very day ‘Doctor’ Castro was telling the 
newspaper editors that he and his henchmen were not 
Communists, he was being extolled by Red leaders in 
several of the Latin American republics.” 


Besides Castro’s open hookup with the Reds, there are 
two other matters that the Latin nations dislike: ‘“What- 
ever we may think about it,” Tomlinson notes dryly, 
“the hundreds of executions in Cuba since the revolution 
have not gone down with the general public in these 
Latin 4 merican nations . . . Next to his insistence upon 
shooting former subordinates and policemen of Batista, 
the thi. , that has lost Castro friends throughout Latin- 
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America has been his expressed intention to help over- 
throw other dictators and ‘undemocratic governments’ in 
neighboring countries. Nearly all Latins resent any out- 
sider meddling in the political affairs of their countries” 
(see item that follows). s 


Nicaragua: Even as Panamanian rebels and Cuban 
raiders snare headlines with their invasion of Panama, 
storm clouds are gathering, unpublicized, over another 
Central American nation. 

“Watch Nicaragua,” is the word passed by inside 
sources in the Capital—for this country is scheduled to 
be the scene of the next “spontaneous revolution” on 
Fidel Castro’s list. Here’s what was discovered last week, 
by Human Events staffers who probed the churning 
cauldron of Latin politics: 

From his position of exile in Caracas, Venezuela, 
would-be Nicaraguan revolutionist Guillermo Vasquez 
last week declaimed that “the people of Nicaragua are 
ready for an armed uprising.” And no secret is made 
of where the revolutionists are to receive both inspira- 
tion and material assistance. In a recent radio broadcast, 
the Nicaraguan revolutionists exuberantly announced 
that “Cuban preparations for a Nicaraguan invasion” 
are under way. The revolutionists boasted: 


“Cubans have shown a great deal of interest 
in the affairs of Nicaragua, as they have also 
in the Dominican Republic. Many young Cubans 
are training to help in the coming struggle for 
Nicaraguan liberty. They wish to inspire us by 
the glorious example of their own victorious 
revolution.” 


Clergy: The sparks of indignation struck by the Na- 
tional Council of Churches last fall—when one of its 
mouthpieces pushed for recognition of Red China—con- 
tinue to blaze throughout US Protestantism. 


Last week, meeting in Atlanta, Georgia, the General, 


Assembly of the Presbyterian Church in the United 
States delivered a stunning blow to the National Council, 
voting to censure it for its pro-Red stand on the China 
issue. In the wake of overwhelming protests from clergy 
and laymen around the country, this was the first official 
action by an NCC member denomination, taking the 
Council to task for its recognition stand. (For details on 
previous protests, see HumMaAN Events for January 21 and 
February 11, 1959.) With 873,000 members, this denomi- 
nation is the second largest Presbyterian body in the 
country. 

Anti-Communists hope that other NCC members will 
take their lead from the Presbyterians, and repudiate 
the Council’s “soft” position on Red China. 


Grants in Aid: Among the varied deceptions by which 
left-wing politicians promote collectivism, none has 
greater seniority than Federal “grants in aid” to states. 

Federal grants are disbursed on the theory that the 
states are too penurious to care for their own needs, 
and therefore must have access to money from Washing- 
ton—an argument which ignores the fact that all the 
money in Washington has to come out of the states in 
the first place. 
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Some recently published statistics cast additional light 
on the “grants-in-aid” boondoggle A study published last 
week by ti the Washington research organization, Congres- 
sional Quarterly, reveals that, while Federal grants to 
states have gone up sharply during the last decade, the 
states have actually lost money in the process. Here’s 
the story: 

In the period 1949-52, the states received an average 
of about $5 billion in Federal money annually—about 
ten per cent of the amount that was being taken from 
the citizens of the states in Federal taxes. During the 
next few years, grants were slightly reduced; but by 
1958 they were on their way back up, and the states 
collected $7.4 billion in grants, a net increase of $2.4 
billion for the ten-year period. 


The percentage return of 1968, however, was actually 
less than it was ten years ago. The reason: under “grants- 
in-aid” and associated pressures for big spending, the 
Federal Budget had skyrocketed out of sight, and tar 
collections had zoomed from $48.7 billion to $79.9 billion. 


Capsule Comment: The Federal-aid proponents are 
like men struggling in a bed of quicksand: the more they 
wrestle with their fallacious remedies, the deeper into dis- 
aster they sink. 


Citation: The US Chamber of Commerce last week 
cited, among others, General Robert E. Wood, former 
board chairman of Sears, Roebuck & Company, as a 
“great living American.” The Chamber annually recog- 
nizes men and women “who by their own initiative, self- 
reliance and ambition, have made notable contributions 
to human progress.” The citation of Wood praises him 
for his achievements in business and the social benefits 
which he inaugurated for employees of Sears. But it also 
lauds him for his distinction “as a patriotic American 
citizen.” 

Some of those who are today mindful of the role which 
businessmen are being encouraged to take in the civic 
and political scene recall General Wood’s farsighted and 
courageous fight as head of the America First Committee, 
in 1940-41. Despite the pressure from powerful interests 
urging US involvement in World War II, he stuck to his 
convictions and led his movement in opposition to such 
a course. Last year Wood, in a press interview, recalled 
his warning of almost 20 years ago, that a war to destroy 
Germany and Japan would injure the US and greatly 
advance the Communist program of world conquest. 


“Now that tragic mistake,” he said, “is costing us billions 
of dollars a year.” 
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By RICHARD WHALEN 
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8- 
Gre 1947, the capital-hungry “underde- Obviously, SUNFED’s supporters know the 
“j veloped” countries at the United Nations score. It is time more American taxpayers, mis- 


have campaigned diligently for a scheme that led by the “Special Projects” tag, also were in- 
y would enable them to drain the wealth of the | formed of what SUNFED means for the future 
s- United States, without incurring political, eco- of the United States: possible bankruptcy. 


nomic or military obligations. Though it sounds like a breakfast beverage, 


ak On January 1, 1959, the predatory politicians SUNFED actually means belt-tightening for 
ud of the backward nations quietly won a decisive  Ametica. First proposed in the UN 12 years ago, 
4 victory, which may ultimately cost the American  SUNFED is a multibillion dollar, multilateral 
f- taxpayers billions of dollars. The New Year wit- program of “grants” (gifts) and long-term, “soft” 
a nessed the birth of the little-publicized United  !oans to the “underdeveloped” nations. Under the 
“ Nations Special Projects Fund, reputedly an ex- _ plan, funds would be contributed by the “ad- 
$0 pansion of the UN “technical assistance” pro- vanced’ nations, principally the United States, 
n gram, but actually the modest forerunner of a far 2d distributed by UN bureaucrats, unmoved by 
h more costly scheme, the Special United Nations the slightest desire to further American policy 
ic Fund for Economic Development, coyly dubbed ims. In UN officialese, SUNFED is a plan for 
sil SUNFED. “deep capital investment, on a deferred repay- 
e, ment basis, in the primary producing countries.” 
ts Veteran giveaway artist Paul G. Hoffman has How “deep” would this investment go? 

. been appointed managing director of the Special 2%, 

= Projects Fund, but he is little more than a front To the very lining of the taxpayers’ pockets. 
oy man for UN economists who avidly seek a global 

iy redistribution of wealth. Dag Hammarskjold’s | Saree OF SUNFED expenditures run as high 
ns choice of Hoffman was a public relations gesture, as $55 billion over a future ten-year period, 


calculated to disarm American officials who have = with some $35 billion to be contributed by the 
= misgivings about UN distribution of American United States. 
dollars. The “liberal” St. Louis Post-Dispatch, un- 


- troubled by SUNFED’s new name, declared: peels , US participation in SUNFED was tied 

to disarmament progress: dollars not spent for 
if “The appointment of an American to direct | weapons would be given to the UN. Following a 
/ | SUNFED may encourage Congress to support sound disarmament agreement, President Eisen- 
a truly international aid. And the appointment of a —_hower said, the United States would be prepared 
a Republican who served well with a Democratic “to join with all nations in devoting a substantial 
“ Administration shows a nice understanding of percentage of the savings achieved by disarma- 
sh American politics by Dag Hammarskjold.” ment to a fund for world aid and reconstruction.” 
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But, despite the disarmament deadlock, the “un- 
derdeveloped” nations were hotly insistent. Very 
quietly, the United Nations Economic and Social 
Council (ECOSOC) creatéd a phantom apparatus 
for SUNFED that could be activated overnight— 
a possibility which, in view of the personnel who 
man this agency, is not so remote. 


A British socialist, Dr. Hans W. Singer, was 
named the Secretary General’s Special Representa- 
tive on the skeleton SUNFED. Dr. Singer remains 
Dag Hammarskjold’s emissary on the Consultative 
Board of the new Special Projects Fund. Assist- 
ing him is another behind-the-scenes architect of 
SUNFED, David A. K. Owen, Chairman of the 
UN Technical Assistance Board, who coordinates 
all aid to the “underdeveloped” nations, appoints 
their Resident UN Representatives and enjoys 
enormous arbitrary power. Owen, also a British 
socialist, sits alongside Dr. Singer on the three- 
man Consultative Board. 


Officially, the Eisenhower Administration will 
not admit that SUNFED now exists. Officially, the 
Administration is opposed to any UN capital de- 
velopment fund, at this time, because the money 
is not available. The Special Projects Fund, Ameri- 
can UN diplomats insist, is an “alternative.” It 
may seem so to these Americans, but the ‘‘under- 
developed” nations aren’t fooled. They realis- 
tically see the Special Projects Fund as an infant 
SUNFED, ready to grow vigorously. 


Consider this candid appraisal last October in a 
pro-UN publication, the monthly Bulletin of 
the Committee for World Development. and 
World Disarmament: 


“SUNFED may be out of sight, but it’s cer- 
tainly not out of mind. ... One delegate said 
that the UN could not afford to postpone the 
financing of capital development until the achieve- 
ment of disarmament. ‘The need is now, he em- 
phasized. Some delegates indicated they hope for 
the eventual evolution of the Special (Projects) 
Fund into a capital development agency. Most of 
them will support the establishment of the new 
agency... as the maximum obtainable now.” 


Despite the disclaimers of our UN delegates, 
ARTICLE 2 





- it is apparent the United States does not say 


No to SUNFED; we say, Later. The UN Resolu- 
tion establishing the Special Projects Fund de- 
clares: 


. .. as and when the resources prospectively 
available are considered by the General Assembly 
to be sufficient to enter into the field of capital 
development, principally the development of the 
economic and social infrastructure of the less 
developed countries, the General Assembly shall 
review the scope and future activities of the [Spe- 
cial Projects] Fund and take such action as it 
may deem appropriate.” 


Thus, at the pleasure of the General Assembly, 
the Special Projects Fund can evolve into SUN- 
FED. The debate is over; it is only a matter of 
time until the “advanced” nations yield. 


Buea, IT WAS proposed that SUNFED 
begin operations with $250 million, less 
than one-tenth of the projected annual figure. Over 
the years, this “starting price” has been whittled 
down to $50 million, which the Special Projects 
Fund will disburse this year. However, the amount 
of money is relatively unimportant; far more sig- 
nificant is the fact that the mechanism has been 


created to disburse greater sums of US tax money 
in the future. 


With its present limited budget, the Special 
Projects Fund is primarily a planning operation. 
Through David A. K. Owen’s Technical Assist- 
ance Board, the fund will attempt to create the 
molds into which dollars may later be poured. 
And who shall determine where the dollars are 
to go? An 18-member Governing Council, com- 
posed of Communist, non-Communist and “neu- 
tral” nations. They are: Argentina, Canada, Chile, 
Denmark, France, Ghana, India, Italy, Japan, 
Mexico, the Netherlands, Pakistan, Peru, the 
United Arab Republic, the Soviet Union, the 
United Kingdom, Yugoslavia—and the United 
States. 


Each of the member nations, including the USA, 
has a single vote, although the United States con- 


tributes 38 per cent of the capital. Decisions on 
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fund allocations are made by a two-thirds vote. 
(The Special Project Fund’s operating rules con- 
trast sharply with the rules governing the World 
Bank, where voting is weighted according to each 
country’s original capital subscription; the United 
States, which subscribed 30 per cent of the Bank’s 
capital, has 30 per cent of the vote.) The UN 
operates under the notion that all nations are 
to be considered “‘equal”—except when the bills 
must be paid. 


g ae POLYGLOT Governing Council clearly in- 
tends to conceive majestic projects, in antici- 
pation of greatly increased development capital. 
One of the guiding principles laid down by the 
Fund’s Preparatory Commission was that it should 
“concentrate, as far as practicable, on relatively 
large projects and avoid allocation of its resources 
over a great number of small projects.” Projects 
embracing more than one country and requiring 
several years for completion were specifically rec- 
ommended. This approach fits precisely the origi- 
nal blueprints for SUNFED, undermining the 
claim that the Special Projects Fund is an ‘“‘alterna- 
tive.” 


Its present modest budget will probably confine 
the fund to surveys, mineral and water research 
and personnel training. But, it is believed, one of 
the first major projects to be undertaken will be 
the harnessing of the Lower Mekong River in 
Southeast Asia, a long-cherished ambition of the 
UN Economic Commission for Asia and the Far 
East. A year ago, a UN Survey Commission recom- 
mended a five-year, $9 million program to collect 
data on the river and plan hydroelectric dam con- 
struction. The overall cost of the project is esti- 
mated at $2.3 billion. Interestingly, the Mekong 
flows for more than 1,000 miles through Red 
China, which could cause any river development 
project to have grave political consequences. 


Advocates of SUNFED, at home and abroad, 
see UN aid as the foundation for roads, harbors, 
dams and power plants, the so-called “infrastruc- 
ture” that will create the ‘preconditions’ for 
greater investment in the underdeveloped coun- 
tries. 
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Canny politicians in the backward lands 
are eager to raise impressive monuments to 
themselves. “There,” they would like to say 
to their rapidly multiplying followers, “look 
at the fine dam I built for you. And there’s 
more to come.” Native demagogues, on the 
style of Nasser and Sukarno, are after 
“easy money.” SUNFED is the answer. 


But SUNFED, full-blown, would create more 
than costly “infrastructure.” At bottom, it is a 
device for what socialists call “economic integra- 
tion.” By accelerating progress in the “‘underde- 
veloped” nations and applying the brakes in the 
“advanced” nations, UN economists hope to close 
the gap between the haves and the have-nots. An 


‘inescapable consequence of SUNFED is the trans- 


fer of national wealth, for no better reason than 
to bring living standards across the globe closer 
to a predetermined “average.” 


Gunnar Myrdal, former Executive Secretary of 
the UN Economic Commission for Europe and 
more recently director of a Twentieth Century 
Fund study of Southeast Asia, argues for SUN- 
FED in his book, An International Economy. De- 
crying “the awkward fact of the United States’ 
bigness,” Myrdal suggests SUNFED as the way 
to level the peaks and fill the valleys. He envisions 
a world in which national wealth and power will 
be directly proportional to population—a grim 
prospect for the United States. 


Casually, this doctrinaire socialist describes the 
enormous sacrifices SUNFED demands of the ‘“‘ad- 
vanced” nations, chiefly, of course, the United 
States. Recalling the planning of anonymous UN 
economists, he writes: ‘““The United Nations ex- 
perts on economic development calculated that 
for the underdeveloped countries the capital 
needed annually from abroad for industry and 
and agriculture alone . . . in order to insure the 
very modest increase in per capita income of two 
pert cent a year, would be around ten billion 
dollars...” 


Myrdal adds: “The United Nations experts 
quoted above urged most strongly that some 
mechanism be created for transferring to the un- 


derdeveloped countries grants-in-aid... . ” 
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On January 1, 1959, the desired “mechanism” 
was created. 


x pe MASSIVE sums cited by Myrdal are not 
idle speculation; they are taken very seriously 
by One-World groups, such as the Committee for 
World Development and World Disarmament; 
they are the ultimate goal of the “underdevel- 
oped” nations that voted for the Special Projects 
Fund. Several years ago, UN economists con- 
cluded that a golden stream of dollars should 
flow to the “underdeveloped” nations. Such men 
as Dr. Singer and Mr. Owen have patiently con- 
structed the pipeline. And Americans, of the 
stripe of Paul G. Hoffman, are eager to see the 
trickle swell to a flood. 


The clamor for greater emphasis on “technical 
assistance,” at the expense of military aid, is grow- 
ing steadily. Old, unilateral foreign aid programs, 
that held some hope of return, are being pushed 
aside by programs that regard aid as an end in it- 
self. The “liberal” Eighty-Sixth Congress may 
well see fit to support increased multilateral aid, 
requiring that any taint of selfish motive be re- 
moved by channeling the money through the 
United Nations. The SUNFED pipeline stands 
ready. 


“Liberals,” who will not hear an unkind word 


about the UN, cannot be expected to inspect ° 


critically the new Special Projects Fund or its 
inevitable successor, SUNFED. Nor can they be 
expected to ask why, with several sources of in- 
vestment capital available, the “underdeveloped” 
nations need SUNFED. 


The answer, it would seem, is that other 
international lending agencies require that 
borrowers plan maturely and behave re- 
sponsibly. The World Bank, for example, 
expects repayment, in kind, of loans, within 
a specified contract time. If dollars are bor- 
rowed, dollars—not “soft” local currencies 
—must be paid back. SUNFED, through the 
witless generosity of the United States, 
would simply give billions away, as so-called 
“grants-in-aid.” 


ARTICLE 4 











Informed Americans should inquire where the ~ 
seemingly innocent Special Projects Fund will | 
lead the United States, and why it bears so strik: 
ing a resemblance to SUNFED, the greatest give- 
away plan ever conceived. Thesé questions must 
be asked and truthful answers demanded. Other- 
wise, American taxpayers must dedicate them- 
selves to satisfying a single, unending demand 
from the envious peoples of the earth: More! 

Richard Whalen is Associate Editor of The Richmond 


News-Leader. His most recent contribution to HUMAN EVENTs 
was “McCarthyism Revisited,” February 11, 1959. 
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must expand school facilities and will be given to the 
areas that need much less expansion.” 


@ Ina hard-hitting speech on the floor of the Senate, 
Senator Styles Bridges (R.-N.H.) backed up this re- 
pudiation of Federal aid by treating the example of his 
own home state. “Under most education proposals,” 
Bridges said, New Hampshire citizens “would be taxed 
more than the benefits we would receive . . . Under one 
... proposal, New Hampshire would, in effect, be taxed 
by about $531,000 per year more than the amount of 
Federal benefits we would receive.” Similarly, Bridges 
noted, “under the Depressed Areas proposal, we would 
pay for subsidies designed to lure away our own indus- 
tries to other areas!” 


Nepotism: The latest episode in the continuing reve- 
lations of “nepotism” on Capitol Hill has unearthed the 
name of Representative George S. McGovern (D.-S.D.), 
whose political activities were reviewed in HuMAN 
Events for December 22, 1958 and January 14, 1959. 
The Washington Daily News reported last week that, 
during the first two months of 1959, McGovern’s brother- 
in-law, one Robert Pennington, was on the Congress- 
man’s payroll as an $8667-a-year assistant—while still 
earning salary as a full-time professor at Dakota Wesley- 
an University. Pennington, the News disclosed, is the 
second relative of McGovern appearing on the congres- 
sional payroll. A brother, Lawrence, earns $4725-a-year 
as a Capitol policeman. 


Unemployment: Amidst the artificial furor stimulated 
by Walter Reuther and Co. concerning the problem of 
US unemployment, some skeptical officials are turning 
a critical eye on the statistics being tossed about on this 
subject. They conclude that the true unemployment fig- 
ure is considerably lower than the 4.3 million officially 
reported at the end of March. 

Representative Edgar W. Hiestand (R.-Calif.) esti- 
mated last week that the real tally is closer to 1.5 million 
than to the total given in the official summary. Hiestand 
pointed out that many persons included in the figure are 
“in between” jobs, either by their own choosing or be- 
cause of temporary layoffs caused by changes in produc- 
tion schedules, etc.; that, as usual, many housewives, 
having recently resigned from jobs to become full-time 
homemakers, are now collecting unemployment compen- 
sation. And, Hiestand said, “as everybody knows, a cer- 
tain number of ‘drifters’ appear regularly on the unem- 
ployment rolls of every community. They work awhile, 
until they’ve built up unemployment credits, then they 
just lay off for awhile.” 


Sometimes, the Congressman pointed out, unemploy- 
ment compensation offices attract even the wealthy. 


Hiestand relayed the case of a man “worth 
about three quarters of a million,” who said 
that he’d been paying unemployment taxes for 
hundreds of employees all these years, and now 
he was going to collect a little of it back. And 
he did. He’s one of the 4.3 million currently 
listed as “unemployed.” 


NEWS 4 


Goldwater: The young Republican leader from Arizon, 
has been busy in the past ten days tearing down the 
idols of “liberalism” and saying what the people of the 
country are saying — in tones rarely heard from Ug 
political leaders. 





In a speech in Jackson, Mississippi. Goldwater ggiq 
that he regarded Chief Justice of the Supreme Cour 
Earl Warren as a socialist and deemed him unfit to heaq 
the Court. He said he had advised President Eisenhower 
that he did not like the appointment of Warren becayg 
the latter “hasn’t practiced law in 25 years, has neve 
been a judge and is a socialist.” 


Then Goldwater went to work on Senator J. Willian 
Fulbright (D.-Ark.), now the totem of the appeasement | 
tribe, because Fulbright (and Senator Morse) ques. 
tioned the fitness of Mrs. Clare Boothe Luce (forme 
Ambassador to Italy) to serve as Ambassador to Brazil, § 
Morse and the Arkansas Democrat brought up the fagt 
that 15 years ago Mrs. Luce claimed “Roosevelt lied 
us into World War II.” (Mrs. Luce retorted with a half 
dozen books of history supporting the statement.) 


Goldwater said that Fulbright and Morse, by diggin 
up a historical controversy of many years ago, which 
had no relevance to Mrs. Luce’s competence as an Am. 
bassador, were engaging “in the same tactics which they 
accused the late Senator Joe McCarthy of using.” 


Then the versatile Arizona legislator turned his attack 
on another quarter—that of the socialistic public power 
advocates: “There was a time,” he said, “when the ve. 
hicle used for Government competition and expansion 
was hydroelectric development; but that time has passed, 
You now have the atom. That puts the threat of a Gov- 
ernment power plant in any area, be it Maine or 
Chicago. 


“Why are Government power advocates so active in 
supporting Federal development of power from the atom’? 
. . . It is not because it means cheaper power. . .. 
It is argued, and many people think it is logical, that 
the Federal Government should take the lead in con- 
structing atomic power plants. So the atom may replace 
hydro as the vehicle to get the Government into the 
steam power business.” 
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